e AT, G S e

R E P OFR T R E S U MM E s

ED G10 856 AC OUO 013
SVALUATION OF A GRADUATE FROFESSIONAL IMFROVEMENT FROGRAM,
1965-1966.

By- KanuN, CLARA
MINNESOTA UNIV., ST. FAUL, GENERAL EXTENSION CIV.
MINNESOTA UNIV., MINNEAFOLIS, INST. OF AGRICULTURE
FUB CATE  SEF 66

ECRS FRICE MF-3$0.69 HC-$1.84 46F,

CESCRIFTORS- *EXTENSION AGENTS, %*FPROFESSIONAL CONTINUING
EDUCATION, *FROGRAM EVALUATION, FPROFESSICNAL TRAINING,
QUESTIONNAIRES, EDUCATIONAL NEEDS, OFF CAMFUS FACILITIES,
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DATA, DATA ANALYSIS, STUDENT REACTION, EMFLOYER ATTITUCES,
FACULTY EVALUATION, UNIVERSITY EXTENSION, MINNEAFOLIS,
ST.FAUL ' ;
TO EVALUATE THE GRADUATE PROFESSICNAL IMFROVEMENT
FROGRAM, JOINTLY SFONSORED BY THE GENERAL EXTENSICN DIVISION
" AND THE INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
MINNESOTA, THE INVESTIGATORS ACMINISTEREC A SURVEY
QUESTIONNAIRE TO FARTICIFANTS, THEIR EMFLOYERS, AND THE
FACULTY. FARTICIFANTS WERE SURVEYED BOTH BEFORE AND AFTER
THEIR COURSES, WHICH INCLUCEC GRADUATE CEGREE CRECIT COURSES,
CERTIFICATE CREDIT COURSES, AND NONCRECIT SEMINARS. THE
FARTICIFANTS WERE FROFESSIONAL WORKERS IN THE FIELDS OF
AGRICULTURE AND AGRICULTURAL ECUCATICN, SUCH AS EXTENSICN
FERSONNEL, AGRICULTURAL TEACHERS, HOME ECONCMICS TEACHERS,
FORESTRY FERSONNEL, AND PROFESSICNAL EMFLOYEES IN
AGRIBUSINESS AND INDUSTRY. ALTHOUGH THERE WAS A CONSENSUS
THAT THE COURSES FULFILLED THE STUCENTS' EXFECTATICNS AND
ECUCATIONAL NEEDS, MORE INVESTIGATION IS NEEDEC BEFORE A
FINAL DECISION CAN BE MADE APOUT THE PROGRAM SINCE THE

. ENROLLMENT WAS CONSIDEREC TC BE LIMITEC AND UNREFRESENTATIVE.
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GRADQATE.ggyFESSlONAL LMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
.) & - ' Description of the Study

5 The Graduate~Professional Improvement Program of the Institute of
Agriculture, offered in cooperation with the General Extension Division, was
an experiment in graduate level courses at off-campus locations during the
1965-1966 academic year. The program included courses at three levels:

~ Graduate degree credit courses;

= Comprehensive professioral improvement, certificate credit courses;

- Short, intensive professional improvement seminars, nonecredit.
Thae courses were selected to serve the needs of professionat workers in the
fields of agriculture and agricultural education; in particular, extension
personnel, vocational agricuiture teachers, home econcmics instructors,
forestry personnel, and professional employees in agri-business and industry.
A list of courses and envoliment figures appears at the end of this paper

as Appendix A",

Procedure of the Study

in ovder to evaluate this progrem, a three-way study was designed;

, ~ & suirvey of students at the beginning and again at the end of the

. , course;

. ~ A <..vey of the empioyers of the participating registrants; and,
~ A suivey of the faculty,

Tien _ oo, *

The survey cuestiomnaives used for the students and employers, as well as

the guldziines for the faculty appear at the end of this papsr as Appendix "',

.
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Tﬁe pre-courée @uestiennaire for students was distributed by the instructors i
:%.* ~’ - duving the first meeiing of the class. A follow-up mailing was made to each ; i
student whose questionnaire was not recurned from the firss distribution. |
lThe end-of-the-course student evaluation guestionmaire was mailed to the | ;

" students with a stamped, self-addressed envelope. The respondents were assured

of the anonymity of their responses,

Simitarly, an end-of-the-course evaluation form was maiied to the employers
of the participants whose naﬁ;s had been listed on the registrati%é-formsa One
follow-up mailing was made to employers not responding the first time, Wheve

’ thé employer was listed as the ﬁniversity of Minnesota, no response was solicited.

The instructers’ guidelines were distributed %o the faculty before the

| term in which a course began and again at the end ¢f the course term, In the
i ' latter instance the instructors® evaluation was requested. &
Nk ‘ Although it was recognized that this effort at evaluation could produce,
at best, an ad hoc cdescription lacking a claim to the formailized steps and
1§ standardized measuring instrunents of a conivelled experiment it was decided
! by the committee members that this would be useful, The report in these pages -

is & description ciaiming some objectivity because it is based on the product

of consensus on two lsvels. First. the guestionnairas and gui.elines used

LS 8 (4 foapamiyyen ponpen ) & o

were prepared {n discussion with the conmittee members, and therefore these

T ———

F - instruments reflect & consensus of informed judgments, Second, the findings
répcrted in these pages record the responses of the three groups surveved:

the seudemis, the employers of the students, and the facelty. The finding
that there is some consensus in the evaluation of the experiénce in the courses, %ﬁ
ﬁé?iicu3arly between faculty sad students, althsugh each group proceceds From

a d!fferanz set of axpectations and frome nf ref»rence,may be submitted as a

:¢ﬁrcn§ affirmaticn of thie uséfuiness of the evaluatzon.
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The aduinistrative vespunsibiligy for reaistration and recerd keeping

for ¢ourses carrying defrée and certificate credit was lodged in the Pepart~

fent of Off=Campus Classes of the Generai Extension Dlvision; the paraliel

vesponsibility for the short courses was cerrled by the Short Course Depart~

fent of the institute of Agiiculture. Although the original pians for

evaluation tncluded all the facets of the program, It became clear that

record keeping and faculty involvement In detail varied bgtween the graduate

credit courses and the short courses., The report Includes some information
on the short coufses but primarily covers the graduate credit and the
comprehensive professional improvement f{certificate credit) phases of the

Graduate Professional improvement Program,

summary of the Evaluation

The participants in the Graduate Professional Improvement courses

during the 1965~1966 year were primarily drawn from educational Institutions,

and therefore generslly not representative of the agriculture! industry .and

business fields. Consistent with the nature of the program, the student
participants had high educational background znd professional occupational
status; they were genarally older thar the typiczl on-campus Evening Class
student,

Perhaps ths Tinding of greatest relevance t& the continuance of this
progran and for continuing education generaliy is the mutual consensus that
the courses fulfilled the siudents' expectatiens and educational needs,
although the frame of reference Yor the Instructors® presentation of the
courses was theoretical and that of the studenis was practicélc This is
eiplalned by the feculty repors that vigorous discussion, pursued by highly

motivated studedits with clearly articulated information needs maede possibie
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i@g extension of the generzl principles and the gzperalizationas to the
practical eppiications, This observation of the faculty alse identifies
ths {najar difforence detween on=campus graduzte level courses offered for
the ti%ica! fully matriculasted student and the of f—~campus courses fe; part-
¥ time, fully employed adult student, )

fmployers see thelr employees in the agricuitural Tields az sdesquately

trained but see & need for continuing professional development for the agri-

cultural specialist. Although the Individual professional is considersd by

the empioyars &S priméri!y responsible for his continuing professional develop=

meat, more than 40% of the employers rank the employers® responsibility as

second to the individuails responsibility. The high propertion of employers

representing educational institutions is refiected in the answers to questions
, %‘ﬁbcut policy on subsidy to the emplovee for contiauing professional improve~

inento tess than 10% report subsidy ia the Torm of tuition payment. More

common is subsidy in the foms of time-off or credit towards promotion or a

combination of the two forms,

it would seem that although snrellments were modest and not representative
of the potential student audience in the fields of agri-business during the
first vear of this program, there are enough positive elements to justify the
continuation of the Graduate Professional Improvement .program,

The presentation in the following pages consists of illustration and

. discussion of the responses to the evaluation instruments shown in Appendix "MEY, :
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Part One: The Pre-fourse Student jnventory

_The questionpaire referred to as the “Student Inventory™ and used for
the pre-course suryey of students is the same one used in a survey of all
Evening and Special Class Students during the 19564-1966 biennium, and the
responses of the Graduate Professional tmprovement participants will be
irciuded ia the report on the total Evening and Specia! Class studeat body
for the 1955-1966 year.

Some of the characteristics of the Graduate Professiona! Improvement
students as a sub-group, however, are relevant to th%s.report°

The Graduate Professional improvement student Is older than the typical
Evening Class Student, More than 70% of the registrants are over 30 years of
age, whereas in the total Evening and Special Class student population the
relationship is reversed in that 70% of the registrants are 3b years of age

or younger. .
Approximately 85% of the registrants in the Graduate Professional
Improvement program work full time, and 8C% are professional with more than
half of these professionals identified as teachers. The proportion of pro=-
fessionals 'in the entire Evening and Special CFaés population is 25%. |
The educational background of the Graduate Professional Improvement
studenq_is high and consistent with'thé high preoportion of pmofegéionals.‘
More than 76% holﬁ’a bachelor!s degree or have completed some work towards

the master’s degree. An additional 107 hold the mas.er's degree or have

completed some work beyond this level. Two. students, 0.40%, hold the Ph.D..

\'The educationa! backgrounduof the Evencng and Speclal Class student, Fall,

i965, shows 22.72% hold 3 bacheloris degree or have completed some work

towgrd; the masterﬂs degree. Anadditional 3,%3% hold the master's degree

Yo e et o # b ALY 50 e My T i W T e wos demm amh Wy e mwm = k4 se

[
PSR

s A s i el
[

A

*
-

¢

4




'éredit‘courses as wel! as hort Courses.,

¢ ":'A"rqaasﬂonnaf re., s

Qf have completed some‘work heyond this ievel, Siightl& more than one~half

I

] percent, 0 Sﬂ%, hold the Ph D..

Almost 70% qf'fhef?espﬁndeﬁtsiﬁaVe had prior University of iinnesota
educatfonal experiences either in day classes, o in extension activities
{including Agricul tural Extensign and Seneral Extemsion). Approx‘mateiy
as high o proportion indicate attendance at other Minnesota and or oui~of—
state colleges.

included in this summary of student characteristics are responsas of
students in each level of courses which made up the enrollmeant in ths program,
although a larger proportion of the registrants in credit courses are
represented., A small number of students registered in both credit and ghort
credit courses.

Since there was a certain amouni of overlap with the student inventory
built into the end-of~the=courss. student cvaiuation questionnaire, Part Two

>

will include a more detailed description of thi overlap;ing questions.

Part Two: The End-C°-The-Course Evaluation by Students

- The discusglon in this part of the report is based on 209 responses from
students to the quéstionnaire fidentified as Exhibit 2 in Appendix “'8"),
prepared in consultation with the Research Committee of the Graduate
Proress:onal improvement Commitiee, The responses include 11 registrants

fn short courses. Although these 11 are @ very small proporticn of all
ghe'pa?ticipan?s in thedéhart course phase of the program, an analysis of

zespohﬁes as é'sub-grbﬁpLafffrés the stmilarity of characteristics to the

partjcxpants in other phuses of the program. Six of the 209 regisfered in

)

2

. / .

”}~t\~\1he descriptian of raspanses ﬁn~8art Two is grouped under a series of

- »‘

A”head!ngs'which reflect“”w

fatlonafe yﬁderiyannfthe student evaluaticn
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“Role of Subsidy for-Partigidants:

N

Régiétraiions in thé program during its Tirst year as well as intentions
\lfor:futuye regfstrations seem to be indepzndent of subsidy from employers
for. the mejority of the respgn&entso Two questions were asked: 1) 'What
;fiqanékai assistgnce ¢id you get Trom your employer for the curvent course
registration?®, and 2) "Does your registration for courses in the future
;@epénd on receiving fihancial assistance?’’., Hore than 60% received no
subsidy, For those who received some form of subsidy time off was the form
of subsidy most common!y.received as indicated by 11.48% of the respondents,
Some received part tuition, 5.74%; some raceived full tuition, 4.31%. For
more than 874 future participation in professional improvement courses is
not dependent on subsidy.
Specitically, the responses to these two guestions are shown in Table |

and Tabie i folicwing:

TABLE §

Number of Peycent of

Ciassification
Responses ! Total

g¥ SUBSIDY RECEIVED FROM EMPLGYERS

[N

Full Tuitzion ) , 9
Part Tuition 12
Time OFF 24
Travel Expense

%71 TJuition and Time OFF

.. & Tuition, Time Off and Travel Expense
Part Tuition and Travel Expense
Time OFf and Travel Expgnse ‘
‘N6 Assistance S 126
No Answer 31

-} [-]
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TOTALS . | =08 -} to0.00

oo -

311 instances, regtstrants in cateqories such as Full Tuttion
ima Off are<gg;hggdggléggted under Eull Tui;ion,‘
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TABLE 13 i
| DEPENDENCY ON SUBStDY FOR FUTURE RgGlSTgﬁTlﬁNs
&1 L o _ : Number-of ¢ Percent of i}
‘ Classiflication Responsss ! Total
. g . i
. Uncertain , ' 2 I 0.96
No Answer. - 8 § 3.82
. ( _ i .
© 70TALS 209 i 100,00
n*'_ i H

Begree Status and Field of Major:

in answer to a series of queséiens’iden;ifySng degree status and major
field in whfch degfées are heid, as weill as futuré.degree goais and major
fieids, the findings of a high level of educational background were consistent
with the designation of the program»as @raduate Professional improvement in
the fields of Agriculture,

79.90% hotd bachelof}§ degreeé among the respondents to the end~of-the-
coursse evaiuatién; more tﬁén 11%, in additicen t§ the bacheior’s'degree hold
the master's degree,. Two participants hold doctor of philosophy decrees.

The major background Tields include agrfcufture, education, agricultura?l
education, home economics and'home eécnomics education. '_,‘ ‘ .

The deSC?iptlbn of degrees held and major fields of concentration are

L2

shown tn Table {i! and Table 1V following:
TABLE {414

HlGHEST DEGREE HELD

S S s e - Humber-of - § - Fercent of
C!asslflcation - ; Responses K tota!
R P . v - . ;o B [}
, so ﬁegree g ' ' ‘ 13 N S 22
o Bachefbr Degree, but less than Master 167 4 79.9@
A Master's ‘Degree 22 i 10.52
L “Master’s_Degree,. but !ess than Doctcrate I - 2 i 0.96
o . wcwrat& «(Edwbp) R AT N SAEENER 2 - S : 0;% S
l _No Answer — Lt ,A?. b3 ;_ S T.hk
- A .:,,—' ..4;,-::. MmN e ,Irt :M R v e ‘,,Tom!.s’.,,,w-_. r -:—;.J - 209 ‘ i ioo 00
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TABLE {V
b ~ == = T = = _ ——
Sl .. MAJOR FIELD OF CONCENFRATION .
T e e s e - Number of | Percent of
e&“»G,C???iff’F?t?P“, e - - ) Responses ! Total
N ) g ] )
A Bducation .13 P . 6.22
~ - Bgriculture - ‘ ' . 37 H 17.70
: ft Agricultural Education 52 ! 24 88
» . | #ome Economics Education - : 75 - 3 35.89
4 ®Home Economics . o . ' 7 8 3.35
' .t Other = - - E ' - 19 i - 9.09
Ly 4 . No Answer ' - 6 : 2,87
, ' :
_ recimiron e e . , ,
' TOTALS _ 209 i 10,00
MWA oy B s — . 5 - i
*i,e.s Nutrition, etc..
Graduate Status and Major Fields: .
" More than 46% of the participants indicated an interest in graduate
degrees; 38.28% specifically said they were not interested in graduate degrees.
All those who indicated that they havé appiied for admission to the
Graduate School also indicated that they had been admitted. This included
18.66%, The fields identified as those of the graduate degree goals largely :
dupl icate the fields of the undergraduate degrees., These include education,
; ’ agriculture, agricultural education., and home economics education.
] The frequencigs and respective proporiions describing degree status and
majdr fields, and degree goa§§ and major fTields are showh.in Tables V¥, Vi,
. Vii, and Viti following, The proportion indicating graduate fields of major
- ' include those holding graduate degrees as well as the number currentiy working
¥t - op. degrees.
e : _ . 7
L TABLE 1
%£$5;¥ s -~ INTEREST IN GRADUATE DEGREES : . - g
R o Number of § Percent of ¢
glﬁssffifatEQB» : L Responses _i Total %
o ves o - S w P hehl :
R LA R I O R T TR i SRR H 38.28 - ]
o fl - Uncertatno. o e o - 2k - L T :
ol WG B o e i e T 8. 3 3.8% ]
T T T T T TOTALS ) ~299 ¢ 100.00 T B
- : R S P R A A R B E S S T e £
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TABLE Vi
APPLICATEON FOR ADMISSION 10 GRPDUAT‘ SCHOOL .
. _ _ | Number of 1 Percent of
Ciassification ST Responses 1 Total :
) ’ s
- -Yes _ i . - ’ 39- ; 12,66 ;
. .No . . - 161 ¥ 77.03 :
' No Answer ' o 9 : .31 ;
: . ) : ! :
. [}
f TGTALS 209 ! 100.00
© TABLE vl 4
. i o A% e e -~ .:-‘.........._...M (o e
\ ADRITIED TO THE GRADUATE SCriOOL 3
.. 7 Number of § Percent of f
Classification o : Responses - §  Total
Yes 39 : 18,86 ]
No Answer 29 : 13.88
TOTALS 209 ~ 1 100.00
| TABLE Vi1
‘ FTELD OF CONCENTRATION OF GRADUATE DEGREE WORK
! Classificati Number of ! Percent of
assirication Responses !  Total
. §
} Education 10 ' 4,78 |
5 . Agriculture : g H L.31 ;
’ Agricultural Education 22 : i0.53 :
; Home Econcmics Education - 8 : 3.83 :
- Other Areas 8 : 3.83 1
- No Answer , ) 152 i 7272
, TOTALS 209 H 100,00
. . . - . L L
importance of Credit Availsbility: 1
R . Almost 50% of the rizgistrations were for éegree credit, Certificate '

- .

credit was the’ goai of 17.75%. - Stightly more than twenty-two percent, 22, Ul%.

= ‘ - :" i AR G Fee « M e oo -J,_ 3
of the s‘i:udents were m;t r‘eglstered For crédit.
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Credit, however, was not a necessary condition for future registrations.
in response to specific questions, 63.65% indicated they viould register for
courses reievant to pnofesszonal educational needs even sf they carried no
degree cred:t. Less than 25% answered that they would mot register for

ﬂoawdegfee credit courses. Nine percent, S.09Y%, Indicated they were uncertain.

in affirmation of thé willingness to register for non-degree crediz courses,

66.99% said they would register for certificate credit éourses, and 15.31%
séid they would not. Almost 13% said they were uncertain,
The same proporticn, 1.91%, in response to ééch of these guestions,
indicated they wouid register for non-credit courses but preferved credit.
The responses to the three questions ab redit are as follows jin

-

Tab!es X, X, and Xt.

TABLE iX
L CURRENT CREDIT REGISTRATION v
. Number of ; Percent of
Classification Responses | Total
Degree Credit - 103 49,28
Certificate Cradit j . 58 1 27.75
No Credit 4 i 22,01
No Answer - ‘ 2 1 G.96
. |
TOTALS , 209 1 100,00
TABLE X
FUTURE REGISTRATION IN “NON-DEGREE CREDIT'* COURSES WHICH ARE
‘ RELEVANT TO EDUCA"%ONAL NEEDS
. : Number of} Percent of
. Classification : Responses ! Total
Yes | 133} 63.65
N { 49 1 23,44
.. 4l -Uncertain : : ig 9.09
1t~ Yes, but prefer -credit L 3 1.91
_ﬁ%giﬂo Answer — _ : L 1 1.9}
- ToTALS 209 "160.00 |
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I o TABLE Xi
S .4 PUTURE REGISTRATION i¥ “CERTIFLCATE CREDIT OMLY" COURSES
R S - WHICH ARE RELEVANY TO EDUCATIONAL MEEDS .
D s €1 e S | Mumber of 1  Percent of
: - Classification Resgonses i Totai
S Yes Lo ' TR, : 65.9%
3 - He . e - . 32 ! 15.31 -
s Uncertain - - 27 ! 12.92
o ;. H-.-Yes, but prefer credit L i 1,91
- i -No Answer C - 6 2 2.87
- | o . 5
ST TOTAL 209 g 106,00 |
Time of Yeay and Time of Day Preferved: 5
The eourses in tﬁis program'were offered in each of the quarters éurfng -
thé academic year., Responsibiiities for agricultural workers in some fields )
© vary with the sessons, The questions asked to assess time of yzar and time
;' of day preferences were the foliowing: 1) "Which time period do you prefer?’,
and 2) "Which time of day do you prefer?,
It does not appear that any one time of the year is clearly preferred
over the others. The iargest proporticn, 30.62%, express no preference. The
‘(Fali is generaily preferred over other times by 23.92%, and in combination with g
' other times of the year by 18,18%. Winter is indicated as the preference by ‘
F i 15630%, and in combination with other periods by 9.58%. - ,
;%2" ' The svening is the prime time of the day for courses as indicated by
' ﬁ "'81.82% of .the respondents. ‘
' .,jf’j _The freduencies and propovtions of the responses on time of year and
fﬁi{,v" time bf-day'prefé?enéeé are shown in Tables Xi! and Xt follewing.
f
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T ‘ TARE %11 |
... TIHE PERIOD OF THE YEAR PREFRRRSD
BT o imeee T THaber o 1 Percent of
': y "3855“: cat ion ; , LRes;aonses, §  Toral
- FiEn 50 22,92
e - kr_gr:tes“ - 32 : 15.30
: Spring ' ' 7 : 3.35
Summer. . ,. _ , 8 i . 3.83
. . B Mo Preferénge i el : 30.62
o Fali end Winter . - i3 i 6.22 i
tall and Spring 9 : L, 31 E
Fall and Summer 16 H L.78
Fall, Winter and Spring i : 0,48
-7 |t -Fall, Sprisg and Summer 5 i 2,39
R _ Fall, YWinter and Sunmer i : 6.48
7 |F Minter and Spring. ’ 3 ; 1.0k t
T "‘3- Winter and Summer 2 i 0.%5
- : -Spring and Summer : 2 ; 53,85
L Yo Answer , 2 i G.26
i Taoo . * £ .
X i L. . 1
TOTALS 209 i 100.00
' ;§
:
- |
] TABLE %i§! o :
7 -
| TIRE OF DAY FRZFERRED ~
E T I . Number of :  Percent of 2
=z i ; H £
Horning 8 i 3.83 4
“Afterncon 23 : i1.00 |
. “Evening _ : 171 A 81.82 5
i Ne Answer = , ‘ ‘ 7 P 3.35 1
oL TOTALS . 209 : 1060200
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€act that the distanse facfor is not grohibltive for off-campus courses for
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fcz continsing er}u atkm, iﬁ!f&ez’zﬁh”tﬁéi distance travel ed obe way by the
1 z'gast prcpsrtfon is zes'o to ten mlies b; 2:..14-5%, z,his pmpor ion is simost

revel 51 ©

<~ T

&a’tcb&ﬂ by 2‘2.6‘%% who ‘*rwei 31 to 50 mites. Approsnimateily 15%

7-; mtes and azmst 12% travel vyer 75 m:!es° Cay poa!é‘?e.ere formed, and

,;repm‘t-s smebasize the fewicful discussiens this made possible.

The wiilingness to make commitments te travel in the future affims the

-

wida enough areas to draw st;f iciens numburs of t:s'iemsu in response o

the question asking what the maximunm number of miies the student would travel,

the para‘!ei to the aczual miles traveled Is indizated. More than 30%4 indicatad

a wiTllngness to travel '"up to 50 milesti: appro eiy 25% Yup tc 75 miles,

The frequencics and

-

Some hardy resgcndents, 11.96%, said Yover 76 miies®.

proporiions of the responses on travel distance factors are shown in Tabies

7}(’5‘4 and XV fdi!owing:

TABLE XiV
" NUMBER OF MiLES TRAVELED 7O COURSE * | 1
e ~ ' ‘ ' dumbey of ; Percent of
Classification Responses & Total

9 to 10 miles | w7 22,49
“F1-to 20 miles ' : 25 i i1.95
-} 21 te ‘39 miles . 28 ; 13.88
3w somies . % 4. 2.0
. 5% o 75 mil - A 31 b 483
g Crer 76 ni}’es* o S o 24 3 1i.48
i féo Answer o ; , 7 i 3.35
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Siiit s T o0 TABRE KW - o e e
:Hi N _mxgaw nmsea oF mes mu.ms ro TRAV"L FOR couass* -
i e . Number of Percent of
3§ CIassification - ) i Responses .é Jotal
P " Yp to m au!es i0 : 4,78
it Up to 20 mites . ' 13 i - 6,22
e Up to 30 miles | 25 i 11,96
¢ Up to 50 miies : 6k g 30.63
- Up.16-75% miles S A i1 51 i 24.40
A7 over 76 wites T - 25 i 1t.9% -
‘Hf.. Uncersain o L 5 b 7.8
~ No Answer 6 i 2.87
e - TOTALS 209 i 100.00
% One Yay.

ajgg.agenyendad-guestion :

Iﬁéee open~ended suestions gavé the participants‘an spporitunity to make
“comments about their expectations of the program, the extent to which their
3E§péb§atfdﬂs‘we:e‘fnlf{!léafandfthe form of most preferred professional

Improvement opportunities. By Inspection of individual questionnaire returns,

it was possible to order the responses into the categories used in the follow-

-

ing summary. This was done on a post hoc basis,

The first of the openwended questions was: MSummarize what youf

L 'éxpeﬁtations of the éourSe were when ybu reg?stered, particularly how it
= , &

- viould relate to your professionai- ‘deveiopment.'.

/,‘ ”‘.?T': T e .7 ; -

dci is Tnteresting to ncte that the expectatioas most frequently descrcbed

p;act:cai - immed!ate relavance to. job” by EB 54 and "up-dated on

ﬁmre°'

5;:.:ﬁj cd}rent regeareh" by 27.22%. The proportioné givlng working toward degrees

iy s Z\Lz"’~ '.
Z E 7

" QL—« ‘1 f-:;

as resppn ?tmn were 2 39% as "rmrk towar;! gré&uai:é degree“. and
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content were categorized under the heading "expect.atlons based on course
"titte and descrtption", and includea 17 22% of the responses, Other responses
.‘iﬂcigded "expectations not met™ by2.87%, and 'meet Incentive plan requireronts®
by:i N-z% “The respon;es, respectwe frequencies and proportions are shown

in ‘foble XVI heiow.

TABLE Xvi .

e
REGISTRAMS§ SWAR? GF COURSE EXPEQTAT!OHS
'''' Number of i Percent of
Ciaast f!catson e Respanses ! Toial
. Practlca! .- imedtate relevance to job o1 ‘ 43,54
;. Up=dated on current research 57 i 27.28
I - work toward Bacheior Degree 6 H 2.87
J'° Work toward Graduste Degree 5 i 2,39
' " Academic == something new in field different | B
c . from own . 'l : 0,48
: .~ Expectations based on course title and H '
. description 36 : 17.22
~ Meet incentive plan requirements 3 i 1.4b
. Expectations not met 6 i 2,87
- No Answer 2 i 1.9
3
TOTALS 209 i 100,00

The second open-ended ques‘tion was: '""Considering your expectations
. summarjzed in the preceding answer, evaluate your actua! experience in
the course,¥, The responses to this question, partsculariy, constitute the

student‘s eva!uation of the program. For the largest group, 33.01%, the

answers are summarized. by, "asslgnments useful, materials available, course
, ’ had job relevarce, godd instructer.'. Approximately another 20% said,
"é‘ssignmengs useful , material ‘available, good lnstructor.’". If to the above
o are’ édaéd the 10.65% who said Yassignments were useful®, -1.91%, “materials
| . ivé?é;;svaf?aﬁi'éfi,‘fiv; 78%, *'course was Feievant to my job't, 4.78%, 'good
. instructa?“ the conc’i“ué’i‘dh is that for fhe majority, the reattion to the

'." ,,swurses in this ‘program: is 8 pos!tive one, .For the others, the experience

w;s nnt good fcir several reasans ldentefted ag "assignments were not useful',
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~ ﬂmaxerialsawereﬁrot ayailablelly “course was too abstract!, *'course too

S g .

B

_diffieuls! and “1ot.enaugh time to SLQdY with rui! time job"., Less than
_ 1% {8.95%) said “instructor was not adequate', ?fe details of the responses

‘%o the seécﬁd openaeﬁéaﬂ quﬁétion are shown in Tabie i} below.

LIRS

TABLE Xvit, .

AﬁiﬂFL E!PC??ﬁﬂEF ’Rﬁﬁ CQURS”
g:t . Humber of ! Percent of
o . _fds’ c§t501 S . Responses ¢ Total
- -~ : .
Assignments were useful 21 : 10,05
Haterials were available L : 1.91 .
Course was yefevani to my job H, ; k,78
Good Instrucior 10 : 4,78
Assignments useful, mater;a}s availabie, . H
' @ood instructor ' Y : 19.63
Asstgnmenzs useful, wmaterials available, ;
fouirse had job relevance, 8ood instructor 69 : 33.01
4 Bssignments useful, materials not availabie, ;
Goed Instructor 12 H 5.7h
<} Materials avaiiablie - too giFFicult [ - i Z.87
. Assignments were not useful i : 0.48
Materials were not available 3 : 1.hk
Course too abstract 10 : L.78
Course too difficuit, not encugh time to :
study with a full time job 5 : 2.39
instructor was nog adequaie 2 ; 0.96
Course relevant tc job but too ¢ifficuli 7 : 3.35
Haterials were not avallable, too sbstract H
N and too difficult 2 : 0.96
e No Answer : - 6 % 2.87
E (| - TOTALS 209 i 100.00

The Ehird open~ended question was: 'What method for professional

eyt N . B
A < ' R - ‘

fﬁﬁrbﬁémeht do you prefer?’, The majority, 5%.55%, indicated the preference

‘w‘or "off—campus graduate level courses Tike one just completed®, A substantial

¢ ambiguous as shown in Table X111

FY

22 49%, expr esséd a'preferehce for "shdrt, intensive, non-credit, courses",
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” ,ﬂ, ag,eftart5was made to_obt,
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HETHODS FOR Paas_assmr AL mpaeumsm PREFERRED |
LT gg“&”“* T T e T e ' Nimbar of ¥ Percent of
- 5{”, -Ciass:Fxcatton . iResponses ¢ Total
B T taemr e s a s SR R L-LE
i Otg»campus Graduate ievel coursps H
"«vw ~{1ike one just: comptetad): = -~ L H &k, 55
Short, intens®ve, 1onurred=t CoLFsEs L7 : 22,48 -
.+ Field York Practice - : Al ; 0.48
Summer Sessions : 8 i -3.83.
Rejease.from work for cdourse work z 2 H 0.956
Want to be taught without ”tﬁacb;rn se}’” 3 H 1.4
i“lincertain or other S - 10 “§ . B,78
fio Answer : 24 H 11.48
. . . 2
Cams . ¢ P - 4 SN 1
o ,, TOTALS 209 i 100,00
5 - T 7A - i $
- Beview of zhg:discassionxin ithis part of the report. indicaies some

variety of experiences and evaluation of the fHraduate Professicnal tmprovement
pfog ram among the studengs.‘ The variation among students in terms of bacle-
ground, professional position and abiiity might be explanations for these

differences. Nevertheless, it Is clear ¢hat for most of the students the

g¥atuate Professional improvement program iads possible continued professional
develogment, and for a mumber emong these2, the program made possible continued

work towards graduate degree goais,

Part Three: The End of Course Eveluation by the Faculty

Although,it is recognized,that_tcnccmbine percapiive and objeciive

-

measures of taculty ex;er:ence (in @ varied progvam of this kind is complex,

u? fagmltx eyaiuagton,, A suggested guide (See

§Ah§blt 3 in Appendsx g1} was distributed to instructors in the Graduate

g ,,’ /’1“ .
oo,

{t\program at zhe nea:nning and aga!n at the end of

i
‘v

s reqnes; Fbr ﬁhe factafy evafuation. From the gaid»

, ‘v?}l be nﬁieﬁ tﬁat conments warg sgftﬁsted on stuaent
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‘opensgidad qidstions ssked in the studént chd=of=the~course evafuation’

s niéStionfatre, the faculty wag asked to commenit on relevance of course 0

* ... >
SCRinets (NP

.97,
Vi

“Eppavent nedds of students for professional development; on concusrrence of

)

disparity between students nxpectatscﬁs and actual experience in course; con

cencurrencﬂ or d(spar;ty between the faculty e"pectaticns and actual experaence

in fﬁe course; and dn on-gampus == off=campis differences if there were anyo_
The Graduate Professional lmprovemeht program consistes o’ 12 graduate

P - - - - RS - - ) %
Tevel credit courses &nd one undergraduate credif home economics course’;

L ETR A I SR A R S PO, AT

2 certificate credit courses; and 10 short courses, Evaluation responses
“from the faculty were received for 10 graduste credit courses, | certificate

‘cvedit course, and one short course,

A RV I N A S [

1t will be aseful In the discussion which follows to rote that the
Graduate Professional Improvement program courses fall into four broad subject

matter areas: 1) Agriculture and Agricultural Education, 2) Home Econcmics

MARTARY
Bt

and Home Economics Education, 3) Communication, and &)} Sociology.

"

Attendance:

On attendance, the reports were excellent for & courses; good for 6

S AL SAE A T PO DRI 1Y
. .

courses; and fair for one course. The reported attendsnce in the short

‘course varied substantially among the three meetings.

. Participation:

\\3' N
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o fparticipation, thé evaiuations were excellent for 8 courses, fair

\'\\ .
\\ ‘ n N
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fqrfB courses. More significant tbanvthese frequencies are the comments

.made by the faculty about partic:gation.

Examples of the Yexcelient! comments

;'v’ v
Wi T ae o e
wand b EEE el e i

"Variad backgnounds and intense desire to ‘know! apparently
cambfned eo Make the studants cqntrlbute."ou

N L ’/a‘/ m/"‘,» . .
TR PR e «;,_7»’,,..4
.
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and bringing tc th. classroom professional sxperience, is supported by another

T Sy

.répokt which adds that the student participation was considerably greater than

4

in comparable on-canpus courses, '~ The faculty member says:

. "Most of the stu’ents have exp2rience or knowiedge of .......
probiems of the srea. These problems were brought out and
discussed thoroughly in the course.t. :

Y AT I T

]
{

As indicated, participation was not raied consistently at a high level

in all the courses. The negative ratings were less frequently accompanied

MTEE O PR LA

by detailed comments. Therefore, the following quotation from one of the

L R RERT e

less favorabie ratings of participation, in a certificate credit course meeting

o) 5oe

for four consecutive hours one day per week foi- ten weeks, seems particularly

(9
interesting. * .

..

¥, ..05 but these were prefessional pesple, and they probably
weve a little hesitant to show their ignorance by asking .
questions. 1 thought this was eastly cvercome by proper
instructions where questions and comments were invited rather
than continuing to lecture if questions were not forthcoming."

i
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By contrast, the report on participation in the short couirse was very

positive. The Instructor reporis:

RO T

“The student particibation appeared to be excellent and
without excepticn, every speaker was bombarded with questicns,
that led to some very fine discussion.'.

UAY e\n-.

e g

Achievement:

Student achievement, evsluaied with particular emphasis on the measure

of graduate level perfcrmancé, also receives varying ratings from the'facu!ty°

ia five conrses work of all students was rated at graduate level. Work at
reizhér extreme -- very good and very poor is reported in two courses. In

1we courses work was not considered of graduate quality.

Relevance of Course for Student Needs:

=TV, -

.. To some exten.t there Is a paraliel between facilty evaluation and students’
,gggspoqsgsaxq;thgf9ppnwended;questigus:16 thegeadegfethe-course evaluation.

-Ibis wa$~tbe'case;3nggepqrts from the faculty on the relevance of the course
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to the apparen: needs of the studems° The needs perceived by the faculty are

— -

zdentxcai with the expertations identsf!ed by the st udent§.-¥ that is prabtical

meytp 5

? .
4 ¢ L, T

G G b s

end technical lnforma ion wnether in ghe f:eids of olant disease congrol, weed

i}
5

0, 2

contro! curracalum planning in vocational agriculture educatuon, hcme economics

*
+

X,
.

educétion. ov commun!catzon. Generally, the faculty judgment is that the needs

R s

of the students were met, and the éxplanation how these needs were met has

important implications for adult learning as shown in the next paragraph.

Concurrence gg.DEsgaritg Between Students' Expectations and Experiences:

R e WA

Very clesely related to the question of students? needs is that about
the concurrence or disparity between students® expectations and actuai
experiences in the course. The faculty characterized the courses as émphasizing

the theoretical, the general principles in the respective fields, and as noted;

the students® expectations and perceived needs were for the practical and
technical, In spite of this difference between facuity and students to begin
with, the general consensus is expressed by facuity and students that needs

and expectations were met. This is perhaps best explained by the conclusion

w \ e
FARY LA
) 1o el [xshrarual Mo~

reported by some of the faculty that vigorous discussion, pursued by highly

i

FARALN
)

motivated students operating within a practically oriented individual frame

of reference, made applicable the theory and general principles to the practical
needs and expectatfons of students., Where the students in a class consisted

of clearly identified sub~groups with different interests and expectations,

ORI DR S ) T el
tve »
)

A

the relationship between expectation and experience might vary amcng the

.‘.'
Y

groups. An exampie of this situation would be the Home Economics Courses

in which three distinct groups were identified: supeivisory and classroom
teachers whose needs and expectations were clearly fulfilled; homemakers

prepa:inq to return to the classroom whose needs were not yet clearly focussed

BT e
)

aﬁﬂ“theréﬁare'not so cléarly and specifically met by the course; and extension

agents Jeveioping materlials for._ program plauning which depend upon testing

in the Field ipr final evaiuat‘ano
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" On the other hand, the communications course is organized to utilize
the differences aﬁﬁdé the students. The instructor assesses the interests
andrﬁéeds of students at the first class méetfhg. and the course work is |
then Eésed 6nAthis assessﬁent. A groué of adu!t students v;ith sriiculated
ccmmgnications needs compfised a uniqﬁe and edgcationally fruitful situation

-~

in the judgment of the insiructor.

Concurrence or Disparity Between Faculty Expectations and Experience:

The faculties® report on the concurrence or disparity batween its
expectations and actual experience in the course parallel the evaluations
repo}ted abuve., The responses rarnge %rom Viexcecded expectations!, to
Hdissatisfaction with students® performance'. The positive evaluations of
the experience included cosments on the fact that these off-campus students
were more verbal and reiated class work to immediate working needs. One
faculty member added:

"1 was ‘stretched' to new concepts and forced to criticaily
re-examine old ones -~ s most stimulating experience,’,

in two courses, the faculty expressed disappointment and dissatisfaction,

The evaluations were positive in nine courses,

Comparison gf.On-Camﬁus with 0ff-Campus Courses:

The comparison of on-campus with the off-cempus experience is generally

limited to those courses offered in both settings, One faculty member, however,

anticipates probable diffsrences, since he had not taught the course on campus.,

The most frequently noted difference Is the lack of library facilities,

and a variety of measures were taken to compensate for this fack. Several

instructors brouaht lib?§t74mater¥als'to the class meetings. Another reported

bringingkmatenla!s from his personal library. In some cases, fewer resource

materials were assigned in the off-campus course. .
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" Another 1ack-Td the of fecampus courses was nthai; of the iaboratory

'u“bvaglébléfcﬁ.caﬁp35; in the Home Economics courses and the Hechanicai

" Agriculture’ courses ‘the- h:gh schoo! cooking and shop rooms provided the

taboratory needs. Access to the field in season was not available, a need
filled by on-campus greenhouses,

The problem of finding time for individual student conferences in
off-campus classes is noted by one faculty member. Using hours after
class meeting when class meéts'during the evening adds a heavy additional

-

obligation to the faculty responsibility, )

Differences in off=campus -- on-campus achievement are tied to the
problem of study time for the student with a full-time job where achievement
is rated as inferior in the off-campus course, Uhere achievement was rated
as high and of graduate calibre, credit is given to the high verbal skill,
high motivation, and advantage of professidna! experience brought into the
classroom as an ald to eppreciaiing relevance of matersial.

Some faculty members report that the adult student in off-campus
classes tends to be of very high ability or very low., There seems io be a

tack of the middle~ability student in contrast to the on=campus population.

As part of the evaluation, the faculty was asked to identify essential

material which might be used for evaluation in an ex post facto design testing

information on retention as well as relevance to professional vocational needs,

This request was made with great diffidence, since testing retention over a
period of time of meaningful materials is as complex a problem as knowing

the dimensions of retention is important. At least two faculty members

provided some materials in response to this request. As the Graduate Profession~

al lmprovement program deveieps, it is hoped tha; the question of comparison
of iearning and retention in the context of on=campyus -= off=campus courses
can be pursued

lt would seem that using a COmmon gulde!!ne for facuity eva!uatton ln

-» .
- -
- E b-ﬁ

“-a progfam made qp aJ variad courses yields some compatable responses among
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.2 facu!ty group. in add!tion, combining students*® responses on evaluation
with ti-.e facutty responses on evat Lation of common course experiencé .

pgo_quces relevant and frultful Information.

=3

. Part Four: The Employers of the fAgricultural Professional
. Agritulture and agri-business are important elements of the economy in

the state of Minnesota. Limiting the count to those units which empioy eight
, or more agricultural professionals, there are more than i,500 employers which
[ fall into this classification in the state; A Graduate Professional Improve=
L ment program for agricultural professionals shouid have some ccnsequence for
the employers of those professions. and therefore the evaluation of the
Graduate Professionatl iﬁprovement oregram {ncluded a survey of the employers
of the participating students. The employers covered, however, were not
fairly representative of agri-business and agricuitural industries because
of the high number of teachers in the program. in additicn, a number of
the students were agricultural agents, employees of Cosperative Extension
‘of the iiﬂive'rsity of Minnesota and consequently the Jotential number of
employers for the survey was reduced,
The questionnaire. (See Exhibiz &4 in Sppendix "A".) used for this third
phase of the program evaluation, was wrtiien for this purpose. The questionnaire

'was written to ¢licit information abou: the employers' perceived needs for an

»

;Agr!,cultural Graduste Professional impro:/ement program, to assess judgment

. | ab@gj: ihe responsibility for professicnal Improvement; to assess the willing-
o ;-‘.: ness of Industry to support such a program financially and otherwise; and

' to giv&z the empioyers an opportunity to make comments on this sublect,

w _ .~ This portion of twevaluation was limted to the employers of the

, &tm}ents fcgistered‘f v the Graduai.e Professtonat Improvement program during
ehe l965-t966 academl; year in degeee and certificate courses, names bsing
eakeu from ..he stu&enj; f?eglstratt@m foms. This Vist tncluded 113 employers.

’:Bwesfvpppsgﬁ wsre recaigag»’ég.om 33 Inggqéing 7% sducational institutions, 7
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bus{nés gﬁ uiusi-.ry; and 2 agrlct.*féura?. .

The prepcnderance of educaﬁLona! inst;tuttons reflects the large number

',,_-r‘ o
- ‘, -

uof bom&econonics and shop tecchers particlpating m the orogram. t-lhere the

Untversity of Minnesota, Cooperative Extension, was the' enployer, no response

was scl,i’q;{;éd.l A mumbes of the school superintendents returned unanswered

quesfionnal—ggs mg:pj‘:hef comment that the Are&f,erfed to employee, home economics

teacher, was not an. agricultural professional,

N

Size of nstitution:

Since such a }arge aumber of emplovers were district supermtendents,

emplome only one or at ;he most twp agr:cultural professionals, more than half,

..51;_.22%,, of the employers fail into the category of employing one; 22.89% employ

two. Only three, or 3.61%, employed eight or more agricultural professionais.
twt is clear, 'therefore‘from the sumary of the responsiz to the quest-ioni
t"How many agrxcuiturai professionals do you employ?", that this survey of
employers does not cover & representatwe or éven a typscal sampl mg of the

field. The details on this question are shown in Table XiX below.

TABLE ¥IX
| g | S1ZE OF iNSTRTUTION |
: Classification T flumber of ; Percent of
» . Responses ! Totsl
Ope . ’ S : 54.22
3{20 T . ] i9 i 22.89
ree 5 ; 6.02
four 5 - - 2 ‘ 2.41
> Five:: . S H g 1.20 .
¥ Six e '3 ] 3.61
* Ejght Grimore’ 3 ' 3.61
?@ARSNE}‘ e o .5 ; 6.02
e f""-‘" ’;/: . yoe i ceoe L T ) . i . 3 ) .o
b 8 i 100000 -
“é;; ‘.-,.,.i-:m;: :'~-:f £ c-g-; ~.,.,<~<:’a‘4-‘ . ) ’
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e 5._ - -,_‘ Tm’questions wete asked tc assess mployers' Judgment of adequacy of
Tratni-ng bf the agricut tural professionai In answer to the question: ‘‘Are

) ‘.Jéﬁe;grqfessiggaa¥§ you employ adeqt;;_’tely tr,ai,negi at the time of employment?",

B ?9.52%0f the ,eggplpyers :say '_‘yes",; 15,66% :say‘"na‘f, and 4.82% do not answer.

Twenty percent of the employers identify the areas which they see as

R |

,é\efici‘ent in answer to the question: "If your amrsver is 'no' to the sreceding
‘—quéstion,”what areas af training do you see as deficient?!. ‘''Professional
development® is the answer given most frequently, either alone, or in combin-
ation with administration and communication, The frequencies and proportions

to these two quést!ons are as follows:

TABLE XX
PROFESSIONAL ADEQUATELY TRAINED
Classification Nunber of & Percent of
- , _ Responses s Total 4
" Yes . : 66 H 79.52
Yo : | 13 ! 15.66  »
: No Answer b H 4,82
, : l
|
TOTALS 83 : 100.00 -
' TABLE XXt
BEFQCIENT AREAS OF TRAINING
[ ]
Number of 1 Percent of
. i Classification Responses _; Total
" .- - Professional Development. 6 . s 7.23
Fields of Agriculture 2 ¢ 2.4y
I Communication 3 : 3.61
‘ ‘fPi‘ofess!ona} Development and Adminisiration 1 s 1.20.
Profes::ional Deveiopment end Communlcation i ! 1.20
‘”‘meessidna! Deve‘ 0pment, Adninistration and g
> Communicatfon - 2 3 2.8y |l
etds: qfﬁgr;cul tyre, Professional Development,. §
’“’"iﬁ) hfs_t;gf:aon and. Lgmurication -2 ! 2.4t
SWEF =~ ' , C 66 ; 79.52 |
it s st e % re
"‘m'm;.s Po| 8 . {10000 b




of school superintendents, Approximately 20% did not answer this question.
The resaonse to the tvwo guestions on geed for professional improvement and

tdentification of areas are shown in s HX1§ and XXiii,

BTSN TEIGE R

=28 '

ﬂg‘ loxers Percgtlon of Neet) for and ldentfﬂcation of Area of Training: RE:
_ ﬂ?though the overwhetming ma;onty of employers cons!der the agr!cultura! ; Z
, _».professional aﬁequate!y tfaineé at the time of empioynent, 5. 18% say “yes“ to
:the que$tfon. “Do you think thes;e is a need for contmumg professlonal train-
ng fsr the agricu!tura! spema!!sr:?" The areas named’ m which continuing -~ #
_p;b':‘ef:sionai development s needed are agrxcu! tural, 34.97%; and agr;cutture E
wm»cc;mbim:u:k:m with education, 9,6&/3; in cpmt_),mation with ‘business and industriai, _
9.6#%. IE wéuzd éeem from these énswers that employers percelive professionat §
de’ve!opment in agricul tural f;elds as the most important need. Emphasis on '
education {curriculum and Iastruction) -~ 19,28%, reflects the large number i

3,
TABLE XX J",
i NEED FOR PROFESSIGHAL TRALiING R »
£ . Number of -§ Percent of E
C.lassi :cation Responses !  Total ¥
- v, N i - . [) N . ;;
| ves 79 1 g8 T
- No 0 ' 0.00 i
No Answer b g 4,82 2
r ' otas - | 8 | 100,00
: i
_  TABLE XXtH) 4 | , :
AREA OF ADDITIONAL PROFESSIONAL TRAINING HEED 3
?“Edu ation (Curricu!um and ‘Instruction) . -} ;»,25 s ; 1,9,\23‘
2B Buslnes& and industrlal ] 6 i 7.23 . L
f =38 ':’f’éf,’vrl £ ‘-'!‘3;; - “. Lo S o «::, 12_9:—. s 31"9[* - -
af Agr cultura[ _ ' g : 9,22 £
E*{Tzdf rl‘al‘ zamd A Fidultural -~ o7 f LB : 1
' SUR— _ £}
83 I 100.00 '
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Yho I kesponsible for Professionai lmprovement?

‘U_-.-mm

iy
K
71

_fjhisbme fie]gs‘ggatipgiqg professional education has a long, well-establish-

‘;;ég‘ifagfgjon. The assumed responéi%élity is that of the individual in the
2imgé§g§}_and hea}tﬁAf§elds; more often_ihag’of the employer in the sciernce and
l;}ecﬁné}ggy fields. Edggatign has 2 historical tradition of professicnal
_;impfovement with the re§pgnsibjiity carried by the individual, f§n the student
. end-of~the~course evaluation, it was ciear that the employer support in the

form of subsidy was the experience of the minority, as was the expectation of

the employer subsidv in the future. The employers"response tc this question
cleariy affirms that among this group of emé!oyers 86.76% think that the primary
responsihility for professional improvement rests on the individuz! employee,
enly 1.20% of the employers think that the primary responsibility for professioneai

improvement is that of the employer. MNevertheless, a substantial proportion,

: 42.17%, rank the employers! responsibiiity as second; 21.57% rank it as third;

and in decreasing proportibns as the ranking order decreases.
From the responses of the students in the preceding section less than 5%
received a subsidy in the form of full tuition, almost 6% received part tuition;

The responses of the employers endorsing responsibkility for. professional improve-

. meat might be interpreted as favorable for the future development of these

prgl’amS 0

'Alihough the ranking for the University as primarily responsible for

54, profess:onal ‘development s endorsed by 7.23%, a substantial number of empioyers

: rank the Universicy responsibility as second, 32.53%, and as third, 26.51%.

\

Profess;onai Organizatlons are also seen as carrying some responsibility for

q,’_g professsona! lmprovement of their members by the employers, although the

il B

"hfespanslblltty is not seen as thaﬁ of the prnfessional organization as a

,vf‘~xr- r e ..a;V_-

:ffarst or second choice, but 34 g%, indicate this as the third choice and

;;328‘92% as the‘ﬁourth chdice.
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‘f—.. - A R éﬁ‘%e "30'
;ﬂ Gaverﬁment agencies are. rankeﬁ fsf*h hy the largest pr0portzon, 56.63%,
sn:order ef :eqpansibility for-pnofessiona! development of agricultural
proféssionais.' o . o =
7; A féw'arganjzatiens are cpecifued in the “other” choice as carryenq
seme reapcas;biii tv for professionzl improvement of agricultural profess~
lggals, These are Area Vocational Schools, Farm Groups, Certification Agencies,
aﬁ? County Agents. The frequencies and respective pr@portions of  the responses
to this question are as foilowé:
TABLE XXivV
PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT AS iNDIViDUALS' RESPONSIBILITY
epe 4 I ' ' Number of { Percent of
Classification _ Responses | Total
" First Choice 72 P 86.76
Second Choice 5 ] €.02
Third Choice i i 1.20
: No. Answer 5 - 6,02
s ] _ i
TOTALS 83 :L 100,00
TABLE XX¥
PROFE*S!ONAL lMPROUEMENT AS EMPLOYERS' RESPONSIBILITY |
Number of |} Percent of
classeficataon Responses ! Total
SR : S T -1 .
. First “Choice ‘ 1 i 1.20
. Second Choice ‘ : . . 35 H 42,17
. Third Choice - i8 i 21.69
|t: Fourth €hoice 13 i 15.66
J “Fifth Choice - - C SRR - " 7.23
. §ixth Choice - ‘ 2 : 2.41
L - Mo Answer . i 8 i 9.64
RN, . “7;7 _
B SO TOTALS - 1 83 © 100,00 i
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“ﬁ'; h" PROFESSIONAL IHPROVEMENT as UN!VERSITY RESPONSIBILETY

LY Prengpe-any [Z— Yoy — ] ST

?ﬁi ctassifica:ion : ' -

Number of
'Besponses

Percent of
Yotal

E-Lw.h. " e *i
' F%fst Choiue

Second‘Choice ‘

Third Choice

Fburth Choice

F:fth Choice

No Answer

6
w37
22
18
3

7

7.23
32.53 .
26.5!
21.63

3.51

8.43

JOTALS

83

20 00 4 W DO Y0 1 S0 46 B9 G2 G0 B o S5 4 0 o 40 D N B e

100,00

TABLE XXVil

PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT AS RESPONSIBILITY GF
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION

Llassification

Number of
Responses

Percent of
Total

First Choice
Secaond Choice
: Third .Choice
Fourth Choice
Fifth Choice -
Sixth Choice
o Answer

i
8
29
24
10

3
8

1.20
9,6k
34.94
28.92
12,05
3.6‘
9.64

TOTALS

TABLE XAViti

S S VD 1% O8 G % S S0 U M 6D UB Y0 W A8 4 99 98 00 o e N A

100,00

| |
i

N —

1 PROFESS!ONAL IMPROVEMENT AS RESPO!\!SIB!LITY OF
¢ osooeoo . - - GOVERMMENT AGENCIES

é:ass:f:cagion

Number of
‘Responses

Percent d?-

Totai

ir:v::;;‘.r-:.-’rs:.c;t:,chgace W

- Second Choice

- Third Chojce

“Fourth’ Chotce SR

- Fifth choice - .

P “S!xfh o

Answer"

1*‘!’ VN TIPS

ﬁo
{&x

‘0
1

5
14
b7
2
1h

0.00
1.20
6,02
16.87
56.63.
2.4
16,87

83 .

. i
o O lﬂi--.--'-.“-l - -

. 100,00
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Sl PRDFESSQOﬂAL_EHPRGUEﬁENT AS RE SPONS!BSL%TY oF 4.
e deif‘f“*}* RSN, OTHER AGENCHES- - 0
-ﬁ?‘::af“’ : Number of Percent of 21

09 GO .4

1.20 i
1.20
1.20
1,46
81.93

-_.Fsrst Choice o ; 0
J Second Choice i
‘ H Third-Choice N 1
«  }l. Fourth Choice - ' - 1
‘H--Sigeh: Choice - - : ) ’ 12

No Answer 68

W

S R, X 1Y O S SR L AR o X 200 Ol
Y . .
L
ot . ' ’
LR i AP TP
[}
(
s
i
4
i«
A}
1!
L]

S AL TN TR INR T N MOE L IO, T YR U Ol TR AT A R
0%
d«@ &3’, '-‘

£

RIS
S B

& f;‘l;ng
) B

2

o

TOTALS | 83 100.00

.:9'

LA A ) L 1 Y- 1,1 FIf- T Y'Y 15.1°%77 1)

SRR

133 g
3y

AR,
¥, SJIP

AR

N

~dnstitutional In=Service Training;

L3
sasens
13

Relatively few of the companies or institutions covered by the emplover

survey have in-service training foi agricultural professionals. The response

. te: this question was 15.66% saying programs exist; 79.82% saying *'no*; and

0
AR

%) "l‘ N

€3
r

. 4,8%% no answer',

Gitia

TABLE XXX

ere por v
A

RN

Ay
1,

INSTITUTIONAL !N»SERV!CE TRAINING

‘ - Number of
CIassafccaf;on o ' Responses

L
A

:
At
WY

1T £
>

Percent of !
Tctal

15.66

79.82
4,82

Yes o 13
- A Mo - - 66
6 . No\Answer ‘ I
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. ; i TOTALS 83 100.00
ﬁmgioxer’s Attitudes on Subsidy.of Professional Improvement: g

fl.f/;i;fhmw lnc“udlng a wide possibil lity of employer support of employees' professional

gﬂi,;'::'ﬁmpruvamen:. a'sﬁbstantfai majority, 6i. h?% of ‘the employers indicate that

,;i_tbegr lns;{tutjons-have a policy of gupporting~qut-o.-plant continuing education.

,'Tﬁgquximézéiy 35% say "ﬁd"jto the policy on support of the program., More than




The kinds of employer support listed are

3.5% did not answer this question.

varied. This includes time off, tultion support, credit to promotions and a

combination of these, - _ _ _ ' . é?

Approximately consisient with the proportions indicating ''no company E :}
subsidy’* and 'no answer' on subsidy questions 36.14% give "no answer" to the ’ ;j
question on kinds of subsidy., The details of the employers attitudes on %ﬁ
subsidy of ampioyees! professional improvement are shown in Tables XXX{ and §¥
KXXi! below, ' | %3

TABLE XX}

Sy Bofes
Ry

1,’:?%
3 e - ' %
| DISTRIBUTION OF COMPANIES SUPPORTING OUT-PLANT TRAINING | =
. . Mumber of ; Percent of ﬁ fﬁ
i Classification ‘ Responses & Total %ﬁ
I ves 5t i 6; 45 £
No - 29 34,94 ]
No Answer 3 i 3.61 7
i TOTALS 83 i 100.00 ;‘%
TABLE XXXi1 s
L
TYPES OF SUBSIDY FOR OUT-PLANT TRAINING
. Numder of i Percent of
Classification Responses Total
Time OFf g i 9.64
Tuition Support [Finuincial) 7 s 8.43
Credit to promotions 8 1 9.64
Other 8 3 9,64
Time Off and Tuition support 5 1 6.02
Time Off and Credit to pramotions 9 g 10.84
Tuition Support and Credit to promotions 3 i 3.61
Time Off, Tuition, Promotion credit 5 i 6.02
No Answer 30 ; 36.14
l ra
TOTALS - I 160,00




Employers Preference for Credit Status of Course:

Employers were asked to rank from one to three the preference for degree
credit, certificate credit or non-credit coursés. it is clear from the rank.

ing sheam that most employers prefer degree credit, certificate credit and

non=credit courses in that order.

TABLE XXX11i1

DiSTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYERS? PREFERENCE FOR
DEGREE CREDIT COURSES
N Number of t  Percent of ||
| Classification Responses_ ! _ Total
g
First Choice 62 H 7h.70
Second Cholce 10 ! 12.05
B Third Choice 3 : 3.61
Ko Answer . . 8 : 9.64
3
- []
TOTALS 83 H 100,00
]

TABLE XXXiv

DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYERS® PREFERENCE FOR
CERTIFICATE CREDYT COURSES
. Humber of ¢ Percent of ||
I Classification Responses’ ; Total

First Choice i : 13.25
Second Choice 58 s 69.89
Third Choice 3 g 3.61
No Answer ' il ! 13.25

TOTALS . 83 : 100,00
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. DISTRYBUTION OF ZHPLOYERS' PREFERENCE FO
: NOR=-CREDIT COURSES

- . Number of Percent of ég
Classification Responses fbtél, £

Yy A

M

P,
X

First Choice
Second Choice
Third Cholce
o Answer

N
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S (n:; 5

e O\
V3 M AR PO
-rd
\!
[
N
“~}
13,!".}:‘\{2‘})' U,.\é /f’:..; ol '

A

)
o
Q
-

Xﬂ%ym

TGTALS 83

"I&‘“I‘! W) 4D &8 ¥ U2 6O 1Y A G B8 L‘..“
Swf
U
v
AL

.-:ér_.. - ntadiien 2 Lt ' . u‘ DR
. L ]

i
R i

e
N

o4
%

Although the employers covered In the survey were not representative of

N

i

the z2gri-business empioyers In the state, It would seem from the foregoing

‘- that employers are interested in and support professional development

53
cpportunities for their employees to the extent their institutional pelicies %%;
permit. 7z

5?1 Lenclusion:

To attempt & final decision akout the Graduate Professional improvement
procgram on the Basis of the survey summarized In these pages wouild sesm
prematuire. Until a broader representation of employees and empiovers from

the agri-business field is reached, a pregram of this kind cannot have been

LU

thoroughly tested, Whather the seiective and relatively timited enroliment
Is indicative of inadeguate commun:ication or tack of demand was not & question
| - raised within this evaluation, ‘ -

- However, on the basis of responses received {and described in this report)

from students, their employers, and the faculty, it may be reported that the

5 program succésstully flilied a need for the particlpants,

ﬂo-g-o:-o-
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Home Econcmics 160A
Rhetoric 169

Soils Science- 119

Mechanical Agriculture

131 .

Plant Pathology 1i9

Agronomy 135fF

Home Economics 1604
Home Economics 53
Socioéogy 162

Agricultural Economics
83

12niZad Agrjcuiture

Home Economics 160A

APPERDIX &

LiST OF CGURSES AND ENROLLHENTS

Fall Quarter 1965

Curriculum in Home Economics, 3 credits 27

Communications Problems and Processes,

3 credits S
intermediate Soils, 3 credits 13
Advance Methods for Teaching Agricuitural
Hecharics, 3 credits 14
Short Courses 58
Winter Quarter 1966
Principles of Plant Disease Control, il
3 credits
Yeed Control, 3 credits 12
Curriculum in Home Economics, 3 credits L
Advanced Clothing, 3 credits 13
Rural Social institutions, 3 credits 19
Farts Planning 12
Livestock Henagement, 3 certificate 12
credits
Short Courses 287

Spring Quarter 1366

Drainage and Irrigation, 3 credits 15

Curriculum in Home Economics, 3 credits Sk

Short Courses 3%
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The: inform: v requwted on:this-cankis: ns,ﬁby the Qenc:a] Extadon Di\dsimmin m‘ﬁstfwl s;;t}d;g :
d@gnedto:ﬁi‘o‘ﬁaebette}serviceﬁoourﬁtﬂent&
Pfaase mmp”léte’thxs,q’ﬁes'ﬁoznaire &yén. iEyoquave ﬁlfed“out i simﬂar form at &-previous registraﬁan.'

. ANSWEKZ

- miadle R

N - ::::A ZaneorZip GodP

l.‘ I am fiow: regzstedx‘:g'forclhssesto be th at aneapolis Campus_., St. Paul Extension Center__,
Zﬁobbfnsdale._, St. qulﬂim”pus_., Dnlutb_. Mormis.__; Roch&s!er_., Oﬂ'-mm}:us class (name
d{yi S ;':‘f":“" ok ‘ - '

2 T:was reg!stered for Extenslon classes during Fall 1964__; Winter and/or pring, 1985._ Never

*':;”before;__,Oﬂ:ec(spedfvy 15} :
’ 3 I have dttended: the Univa'sity of Minnesota previously as a student in Day clasa._., Evening

B - classes__5 Conapon@eme eomsa._., Television Colleze; Never attended before__.

- 4, Education eompletegl (check high&ct level completed): Less than high schocl _; high school._;

S 'i'eirx :iii college: 1; 2__,’3 of:niore_.; Bachelor’s degree___; Beyond Bachelor’s degree but less

than Masteu degree._;: Masta’s degree_..., Beyond Master’s degree but less than Doctor’s._;
 Doctoi’s degres—. .

-5; E@ueatiﬁn othe;_ than college or high school: Trade School__; Business School. ; Nursing or
Medical Assistant (no collegé deiree).—; Does not apply to me_; Other (specify)

’

* 8. 1f you finished high schod, bizt.did not go on to full-time college or university within two years,
" pleaseindicite why. Finandal Teasons.; Job-connected__; Poor grades.; Marriage or famﬂy_..,
Military.._., Did ot expéct to. go to college; Does not apply to me__; Other (spectfy) —

7 If you ever attended college full-ﬁme and had to drop cut before completing a degree, why? Finan-
d}h'easons_.,‘., Iob-connected...., Poor grades—._; Marriage or family__; Mﬂitaty s Never at- .
tended fﬁﬂ-ﬁme__., Other (specify\

"L"‘.._L.»

8""Give tie- mme (o;'d names) and locgﬁan of colleges or universiﬂa, other than the University of

City . - } State
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2 1 youa 2 _ ehmk main rmmimhldng coms&s.;:(n conneﬁon

\y!.a’ §0b..;; Inta‘&ed imsubjecf__, Intelleetuai sﬁmulaﬁon frominstmctor._,lntelleetnal stimu-
/ laﬁonfromothen"udent&_,ﬁ‘n ; mtofbeingwithpeople tnldngtbishndoicourse..., Does
e notipplytome——, Otlier (specify)- S

13. NﬁmbérofExtmﬁonclmyouuenowregiﬁermgfor. onc....vtwo__,three_.,fonr._, five.....

14, ’\Iumba- of a'edits now: registeﬁng for. No. credit._,l-3__., 48 7-9 3 10-12_.; More than
12_,

15.. Sotzce of tuition’ fees Parsonal -iﬂeqme/sqvmgs._.; Parents or guardian.__; Employa__., Mili-
tary; State._; Scholarship_.; Loan—; Other (specify) :

. -~

' 16. Sex: Male_; Female__

17. Marita! status: Single..; Marrled _; Widowed.._; Divorced._.

18 Age. Under 18.__; 1819._; 20-22...., 23-25.; 26-30_; 31-35_.; 36-40——; 41-50__;
and over....

- ~19.- lWork status: Not working or looking for wotk—; Part-time__; Full-tirne___; Retired ...
20 Fullotime or pﬂmary occupation (check only one): Student_., Skilled wchnician_.,

Managerm—-, Siles_; oﬂh:e/clerml_ "Profesaional ~(specify)
‘ Military.__; Housewife_._., Othel‘ (specify\ .

21 Ineozna (i housewife, give-intonie. class of husband).,Lus thaq 32,000._., $2,000 to $4,999__;
35000 to 37,999 38,000 to 110.999_.., Mdretban §llOOO.... R

f ‘:”_'_.?f:f:~ ;}23{: e -,f'g:.msmm.z. om' ;nom smns OF THIS CARD




APPENDIX B

e | Exhibit 2

STUDENT END-OF-COURSE EVALUATICN

The professional improvemént program is In an experiemental stage. Your evaluation
of the program is important so that plans can be made to best fill your rneeds.
Please answer the following questions and feel free to add any comments you wish

in the space at the end.

1. Name

2, Addrasss

\\ 3. Name of employer

L, Address of employer

5. Title of position ‘

6. What financial assistance did you get from your employer for the current
course registration? Full tuition 3 part tuition ; time off :
¢ravel expense ; other {scecify

7. Does your registration for courses in the future depend on receiviag
financial assistance? Yes ; o o

8, What degree do you hold?

9, Hhat was your major field?

10, Are you Interested in a graduate degree? VYes __ _; HNo .
11, Have you applied for admission to the Graduate School? Yes ___; Ne o
12. Have you been admitied to the Graduate School? VYes : No .

cma® e

13. if you are working for a graduate degree, name field of major

Ik, Which profescicna! improvement course have you just compieted?

15. bid vou register for: degree credit . ; certificate credit ;
- no cevedit o L

16, 1§, in the future, courses relevant to your educational needs but carrying

no degree credit are available, would you register for them? Yes No o

17. If, in the futurs, courses relevant to your educational needs but carrying
ceriificate cradit only are avallable, would you register for them?
Yes s N o
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Student End-of=Course Evaluation, page 2

18. Uhich time peried do you prefer? Fall

| ; Winter ___; Spring __;
. Sunmer ____; Ho special preference,

-_a

19. UWhich time of day do you prefer? Morring s afternoon ; Evening ____

20. How meny miles {one wair)’ are vou driving for current course registration?

'. -

g . °

g : -

s 21. Unat is the maximum number of miles you would drive for a course? o

. 22, Summarize what your expectations of the course were when you registered,

. particulerly how it would relate to your professional development.

I

,‘: ,.“

B4

i g
. 2

- 23. Gonsldering your expectations summarized in preceding amswer, evaluate

: your actual experiences in the course. (Comment especially on the use- 2

. fulness of .assignments, avaiiabilily of materials, and relevance of

- course to your work,

! s ::v;l;

24, vhat method for professional improvement do you prefer? E
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APPEHNDIX B
- Exhibit 3

. SCHEDULE FOR INSTRUCTORS
to be used as Quide
for
End-of-Course Evajuation
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Participation of the faculty is essential for the evaluation of the
Professional Improvement program. The evaluation includes a survey
of the "consumers® or empioyers of the professionals for whom the

. pragram .is planned and a survey of the participants, including edu~
cational background, vocational experience, assessment of expectations
and post-course, evaluation of fulfillment of expectations. The third
aspect of the evaluation involves the faculty, particulariy with
regard to judgments comparing the off~campus and on-campus courses, >
students and envirommental situations. To this end, we solicit your gj
assistance in keeping careful records on the following: gﬂ
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Student attendance
Student participation
Student achievement,

in addition, please observe carefully and make notes regarding evidences
of: ~ '

% :\\‘:";-.!:‘vs'uwr:;i*,‘.-w‘, AL AZAN L Y
e

- Relevance of course to apparent needs of students for
professional development,
- Concurirence or disparity between students' expectations
and actual experience with regard to the course,
- Concurrence oy disparity between vour expectaticns and
actual experlence with tregard to the course,
- Changes in assignments of class procedures between the
) class taught on-campus and the same class taught off= 2.
4 campus. {If this class is not available on-campus, '
indicate what differences you think would apply if it
were taught on campus.) Be particulariy specific about -
. 1ibravy wovk, iaboratory work, and supplementary assign- i,
. ments as well as the background and apparent ability, %,
motivation and achievement of students, 1
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i Finally, please identify essential material that might be used for
evaluation in an ex post facto design testing information retention
‘- as well as relevance to professional vocational needs.
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_courses for professional workers in the field of agricul ture,
serve the needs of all the

APPENDIX B

Exhibit &4

For Consimers of the Professional
"PROFESSIONAL !HPROVEMENT PROGRAM
EVALUATION

The University of Minnesota is introducing a program of professional improvement
in order to best
potential participants in the program -~ the employer
of the professional in this case == this questionnaire is being sent to you.
Your cooparation in responding to it and sending it to
at your early convenience will be appreciated.

Sokkioickoicieick
1. Company or instiiution reporting v .
2. Name of respondent , >
3. Title and position of respondent i —
L. Address of respondent ’ o
5. How many agricultural professionals do you empley? Number: ‘ .

8. Are the professicnais you employ adequately trained at the time of
empioyment? Yes ; No o

7. If your answer is g% to

question 6, what areas of training do you see
as deficient?

»

8. Do you think there is a need for continuing professional training for
the agricultural specialist? Yes — Mo ___

9. If ''yes' to question 8, name the areas for which you sece a continuing
educational need: '

10. Renk with numbers from | to 6 the order in which vou think primary
responsibility for professional improvement lies: the individual
professional 3 the employer ; university ; professional

" organizations 5 government agencies ; other {specify) .

Does your company or institution have a program of in-service training
for agricultural professionais? VYes s No .
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‘~F6k;Qpn§Qmers of the Professional, page 2

-

12, Does your company or institution have a policy of supporting out-plant
continuing education activities for employees? VYes ; No

e 13. If Yyes" to guestion 12, specify; time off for taking courses

L
?
- :

i tuition support ; credit towards premotion ; other (specify)
€ : : - ’
ik, Rank in order of preference from i to 3 proTessional improvement courses

which: carry degree credit ; certificate credit ;5 no credit

15. Add whatever comments you wish to make abouf the question of profassiounal
improvement programs:
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